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Good evening. The Arlington County Board welcomes this opportunity to comment 
on the Draft Bnviro~ent~ Impact Statement (DEIS) for the planned consolidation 
of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. 

Arlington has been home to the PTO for 30 years and has seen it grow to one of our 
largest employers, with over 5,000 employees in 1.9 m illion square feet of office and 
special-purpose space. The PTO is still growing and is projected to reach 7,100 
employees within the next five years. 

M ington has worked hard to create’s model urban area in Crystal City and is proud 
to have the PTO as a major federal tenant, In this effort we have forged a partnership 
with the Charles E. Smith Company that transformed our plans and policies into the 
Crystal City we know today, As we approach the final stage of this consolidation 
process, I can assure you that the Arlington County Board will work closely with the 
GSA PTO and the Charles E. Smith Company to achieve the best possible outcome 
for the PTO. 

We have reviewed the DEIS in detail as well as the issues we raised at the June 4, 
1997 Environmental Scoping Session, , and have compared it to prior EIS which 
dealt with some of the same sites under consideration today. Based on this review, I 
am submitting today our technical review comments on the DEIS. In doing so I 
would state that we reserve the right to submit additional comments on or before the 
May 26 closing of tbe comment period. 

In my remarks this evening, I would like to highlight some of the major issues that 
we have with respect to the DEIS, in the hope and expectation that they will shape the 
form  and substance of the final EIS, which I understand is scheduled to be completed 
in August. 

. An issue we raised in the Scoping Session for the EIS, but which has not been 
addressed in the DEIS, is compliance with Executive Order # 12072. This 5.2-l 
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Executive Order states, “Except where such selection is othe&ise prohibited, the 
process for meeting Federal space needs in urban areas shall give first 
consideration to a centralized community business area and adjacent areas of 
similar character.. . ” Another issue we raised, but which also is not addressed in 
the DEIS, is the operating inefficiency caused by lengthened navel times, whether 
by transit or automobile, for PTO employees and clients that need to access other 
federal agencies in the Federal core. 

In terms of land USA planning. the DEIS finds inconsistencies behvccn the Crystal 
City site proposal and the Arlington General Land Use Plan, as well as the density 

envelope. I can assure you that, to the extent technical discrepancies may exist, 
they are m inor and well within the bounds of the normal site plan review process. 

The analysis of fiscal impacts in the DEIS is incomplete and does not provide a 
basis by which true cost comparisons can be made between the candidate sites. 
Cdsting is lim ited to selected roadway improvements and no information is 
provided on the costs associated with other required environmental m itigation 
measures. Absent this “‘bottom  line,” how can a comparison be made between tbr 
candidate sites regarding the cost of developing the PTO campus? Additionally, 
revenues are only presented in terms of real estate taxes on land and 
improvements. This truncated approach makes it impossible to establish the “net” 
fiscal benefit of the PTO campus to the host municipality. 

W ith respect to transportation impacts, there are substantial differences between 
the Crystal City site and the Alexandria sites in terms of incremental traffic 
generation, the extent and cost of required roadway improvements, navel times for 
PTO employees and clients by auto and transit. These differences between the 
Crystal City site and the Alexandria sites are compounded by the uncertain status 
of the Woodrow W ilson Bridge project. This large-scale project, for which 
funding has yet to be secured, will heavily impact the primary access points to the 
Alexandria sites and could be a major disruption for PTO at those locations. 

In the area of air quality, the DEIS glosses over major impacts that work against 
important regional goals to reduce mohile source emissions and ozone-generating 
compounds. The data in the DEIS shows that relocation to Alexandria would 
entail a 13 percent reduction in transit usage and an increase in ozone-generating 
compounds of five times that associated with the Crystal City site, but there me no 
direct impacts recognized in the amlysia. All this at a time when the region has 
been designated as a federal nonattainment area for ozone. Wc believe tbc 
deficiencies in the DEIS make it impossible to establish conform ity with the 
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standards of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, which, hong other things, 
require federal agencies to demonstrate tbat their actions % -ill not increase the 
frequency or severity of auy existing violations of ambient air quality standards.“~ 

9.1-9 

In closing, let me reiterate Arlington County’s commitment’to making Crystal City 
the best site for the PTO campus, Our review of the current DEIS shows there is not 
enough information, at this point, by which to make an intelligent, informed decision 
on the PTO consolidation. We hope the EIS will undergo the necessary revisions to 
address these shortcomings and that the Final EIS will offer the type of analysis that 
will allow true comparisons between the candidate sites to be made, evaluated, and 
justified. 

I+####! 
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l In dm DEIS occasional refercncc Is made lo “ncgarivc ecmwmic impxrs” of Ihe F’TO leaving ~rllnkwan but there 
ia no mcanrrcmsnt or qmdtidon of spcciflc impacts. The only refcrencs to 6paifx miiigauon m-es is a 
~ggestlon ulat ~rlingnn County provide “cconomis incenlivcs” io cncoumgs mvn~n of buildings vacxed by PTO 
tn mm~,fo. ~ercby makingthem more amncdvc to back-fill tenants. (rcfcrcno: pages ESd: 4-16.30.35.39 & 
149) 
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9 The C~nnl city silt acwUwd;llcs PTO with only 230 addidoiurl uips. and addiiioti tip gencntion by 
funvC dsvslopmont in IhC - is minbnal. (rcfcrcncs: Table 4.5.2-2. page 4-82) 

l 7% Alem sites (Carlyle & Eiaenhwsr AVC~UC] rem]* in almost 1.400 additional uiips m  a~nmm*l~ 
PTO. and si8niBsant ndditionsl trip generation till DCNI with planned development in the immcdipre -. 
Wemos: Table 4.5.2-7. page 447: Tablo 4.5.2-9. pngs 4.91) 

l lix mid!&m mmm to deal with ths tmffic impacts arc vew differen: bslwzn the Arlington and 
AlUalldlia lOcatiOnS. RoodWay impmvunsnts in Crystal Ciry we cstimstsd 81 S9o.WO. while aithu & in 
Akxmdria rquircs $14.6 ndUian in impmvcmcna not coundn8 the pedesninn tunnel under Duke Set 
rcq”id for the Carlyle Sit& (t’&rcncr: Table 4.5.2-4. p‘,gs 4-84; Table 4.5.PIl. page 4-94: page ~99) 

- Comparsd ID Crystal Cily. the Alunndda siw Present substandnl unccwindes in’wrms nfmt n~nulaiv~ vat~c 
impacK of PTO and Alcxandzia planned development nctiy, the dcliwy of millions of dollars ofim%srxucnue - 
both on and off-&c. and rllc lsvcl and time pxiod of disrvpdon in ouromobilc wccss asswbited will, dx woodmw :. 
Wibn Bridge projcn (refeicna: Table 4.5.2-I 1, pagc 4-94) 

* Wocdmw Wilson bridge constmcd~a will ;Jul impact LIU primary tnnspoti~n improvsmsnt assnciti tilh 
both Ihe Carlyle and Eisenhower Avenue silts - rhc constnrcllon of R flyover Ramp A-I/A-2 from nanhbaund 
TclcgnphRoad and Ihe eastbound Capirnl Belh*ily to Eiscnhowcr Avenue at Stovll Saw While the DEIS suter 
that the flyover mmp could pmcxd as M  indcpcndcnr projcst. in ndvrrna of Ihs Wilson Bridgt project. it does not 
mx@ze that further. pcrhnps long-wrm dismption of this primay access impmvement will occv during tie 
cause of the Woodrow Wilson Bridge constmcdon project. (rcfercncc: pages 4.93: 4-1001 
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